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Ranking the Graduate Departments in the 1980s: To w a rd Objective Qualitative Indicators Hans-Dieter Klingemann Freie Universität Berlin Any attempt to measure the quality of Ph.D.-granting departments is likely to be controversial. It may provide the profes sion with useful feedback about how well given organizations are performing, but the task is complex and almost certain to provoke criticism.
The most recent illustration of this fact is the reception accorded to the Assess ment of Research-Doctorate Programs in the United States (CBARC, 1982) . Spon sored by the American Council of Learned Societies, the American Council on Education, the National Research Council and the Social Science Research Council, acting together as the Confer ence Board of Associated Research Councils (CBARC), this study measured 16 different aspects of the doctoral pro grams in the social sciences in the United States. In the field of political science, the findings that received the greatest attention were the rankings of the 40 top departments, based on a reputational rat ing of "th e scholarly quality of the faculty" of the given departments.
In the 1981 survey, Yale ranked first, followed by Harvard, California, Michigan and Chicago, with the other political sci ence departments ranking as indicated in Table 1 . In one sense, the results seemed reliable, since they were generally con sistent with results from earlier reputa tional surveys, registering some interest ing shifts but with continuity much more prevalent than change. But these find ings raise the question, "H o w good are reputational rankings?" Do they measure anything more than outdated stereotypes which are consistent over time simply because they feed upon themselves?
This article will present empirical evi dence that provides rather strong exter nal validation for reputational ratings:
they do seem to reflect something more than traditional images. A t the same time, our findings provide support for the assertion that reputational ratings tend to be a "lagging indicator" (Rudder, 1983) : the scholarly quality of given depart ments changes from year to year, making
Hans-Dieter Klingeman is professor of political science at the Freie Universität Berlin. He is currently President o f the International Soci ety of Political Psychology (ISPP). the situation considerably more fluid than the reputational rankings of a given moment might seem to indicate. Indeed, evidence presented here suggests that the reputational rankings gathered in 1981 may already be out of date in some important respects.
The validity of reputational rankings has been under criticism for some time. Thus, Robey (1979) developed a measure of productivity, based on the number of arti cles published by members of given departments from 1968 to 1977. Noting substantial discrepancies between repu tational rankings and his index of produc tivity, he questioned the adequacy of reputational rankings.
The CBARC study itself provides addi tional evidence of discrepancies between productivity and reputation, since it also counted the number of journal articles published by the faculties of the given departments. Though Yale and Harvard ranked first and second respectively in reputation, they ranked 3rd and 14th respectively in the number of articles published from 1978 to 1980. Welch and Hibbing (1983) carried this approach a step farther. They argued, persuasively enough, that the sheer number of articles published might be too crude an indicator of a department's pro ductivity, since it fails to take the quality of publications into account. Thus, instead of giving all articles equal weight, whether they appeared in highly selective journals, or in-house publications subject to little or no outside refereeing, Welch and Hibbing counted only those articles that appeared in ten relatively selective political science and international rela tions journals. Their results show even larger discrepancies between reputation and productivity than those in the CBARC study: for example, by this mea sure of productivity, Yale ranked 9th and Harvard 13 th -far below their reputa tional rankings in both cases. The reputa tional ratings are subjective and open to suspicion. Until they obtain external validation, it will be unclear how much credibility, if any, they deserve-and up to this point, the gap between subjective and objective indicators seems alarming ly wide. Do the reputational rankings pro vide a grossly inaccurate indication of the true scholarly quality of a given depart ment's faculty?
The validity of reputa tional rankings has been ■ under criticism for some time.
Not necessarily. We believe that Welch and Hibbing were on the right track in endeavoring to give more weight to quali tative differences between publications; but that we need to move farther in this direction.
For we hypothesize that the depart ments' reputations among their peers reflect the intellectual impact the given group of scholars have had, rather than the sheer quantity of their output. If this is true, then one extremely insightful publication might well carry more weight than a score of average ones. The prob lem, of course, is: How do we identify the former?
One relatively straightforward way to do it is by counting, not the number of arti cles produced, but the number of times given articles (and books) get cited. If we assume that the publications an author cites are those that have provided him or her with significant information or intel lectual stimulation, then those books and articles that get cited repeatedly, by many different writers, are likely to be the most important contributions to the discipline-and the ones that do most to establish a department's reputation. In effect, this approach utilizes a jury con sisting of all the people who write social science articles-and indicate, in the process, who has had a significant impact on their work. This approach, clearly, is not infallible; but it seems likely to provide a more accurate way of identi fying significant contributions than we would get by simply counting the number of articles produced. If our reasoning is correct, then the number of citations pro duced by given departments should give a close approximation of their reputa tional rankings (except insofar as reputatation lags behind the current state of affairs). system. An additional problem with the latter is the fact that the citation count it generates does not identify the number of publications by a given author that get cited by a given source: if, in a given arti cle, writer " X " cites one work by Robert Dahl or six of his works, the computer search counts it as one citation. The pub lished volumes of the SSCI, on the other hand, list each publication that gets cited, giving the citing source first and then one line for each publication that gets cited (repeated citation of the same publication counting as one citation). It seems extremely likely that a given author has had more impact on writer X if the latter cites several of his publications than if he cites just one; and the system we use reflects this assumption: it is based on the number of lines of citations that appear in the printed volumes of the SSCI, rather than the "one citation per citing source" principle.
The tabulations that follow are based on the citations of the work of approxi mately 3,200 political scientists, in the SSCI volumes covering the years 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984 and the supple ments covering January 1985 through August 1985 (the volume covering 1985 as a whole will be available some , time during the summer of 1986, and a five-year cumulative volume covering 1981 through 1985 will appear about tw o years later). Our count was made by measuring the number of centimeters of citations for each author, a much faster process than counting each line individu ally. We then converted these totals into the corresponding number of lines, multi plying by the appropriate constant (7.05 lines per centimeter). We report the number of lines of citations for each author because this has an intuitively clearer meaning than does the number of centimeters.
Before presenting our findings we should mention one additional problem that con cerned us in using the SSCI: the fact that m ultiply-authored publications are credited to the first listed author only, on the assumption that the first author made the most important contribution. got approximately 52 percent of the total citations. There is some advantage, it seems, in having a name that appears early in the alphabet-but it's a marginal one. Its impact seems to be kept within reasonable bounds by the fact that (1) most political science publications are not multiply authored; and (2) the fact that when Verba has done most of the work, he will usually be listed first.
Having dwelt on these problems con nected with using the SSCI, it seems only proper to state that on the whole, the compilers of this data base have done an extremely impressive job. They have pro duced an index that brings together, in convenient form, the citations to all works cited in a given year in thousands of social science journals, including almost all of the most important ones; plus the citations from thousands of selected books. The scope of the under taking is immense, encompassing pub lications from throughout the western world and some nonwestern sources.
The task is performed with precision and impressive speed, so that the publica tions from any given year are compiled and available for use within less than a year. It provides an immense amount of information, of which this article only presents one small facet. Let us now examine our results, and see what they tell us about the current state of the profession. The most significant feature of these results is the striking similarity between the rank order of the top departments in Table 1 and Table 2 . With only one exception, the top ten departments in citation frequency are also among the top ten departments in the 1981 reputa tional rankings; and the sole exception (Columbia University) ranked 13th in the reputational ratings. A t the top of the reputational ratings in 1981 were Yale and Harvard. Though they ranked as low as 13th or 14th place in measures of pro ductivity based on the number of articles published, they rank second and first in intellectual impact, as measured by the frequency with which work by the faculty members of these departments was cited in 1981-1985. Expert rat ings, such as those obtained from the 1 52 political scientists who participated in the CBARC study, seem to reflect information about the external world and not just the predispositions of the in formants. The remarkable convergence between these tw o indicators-one sub jective and the other objective-suggests that citation frequency is a more accurate indicator of the scholarly quality of faculty than is the number of articles pub lished; and that the survey-based reputa tional method does measure the intellec tual impact of a given group of scholars with reasonable accuracy.
Reputations o f South western schools in gen eral tend to be underrated in relation to their citation frequencies.
Having said this, let us emphasize the contrast between "scholarly quality," as operationalized by this indicator, and the concept of a more or less immutable prestige ranking. For although there is an overall similarity between the citation-frequency rankings and the reputational rankings, a close examination of the details of Table 2, together with Table 3 
•?* a the top tw o out of 140 departments does not constitute a gross error in the reputational rankings; but it does suggest that reputation may tend to be a lagging indicator.
In general, there is a remarkably close fit between reputation and citation fre quency. Michigan, Stanford, Berkeley and Chicago occupy the third through sixth places in citation frequency; and they all ranked among the top seven departments by reputation. But let us examine the implications of another dis crepancy between citation frequency and reputational ranking-a minor discrep ancy in overall perspective, but one that suggests another possible weakness in reputational ratings.
The University of California at Berkeley ranked in a tie for second place in the reputational ratings-but fifth in citation frequency. But other divisions of the Uni versity of California, particularly those at Irvine and San Diego, rank much higher on citation frequencies than they did on reputational rankings. Administratively, they all are part of the University of California, and there may be some mar ginal tendency to assimilate their reputa tions to that of the oldest and bestknown department, the University of California at Berkeley. In any event, while the reputation of Berkeley seems to be slightly overrated in comparison with its 1981-19 8 5 citation frequency, the reputations of San Diego, Irvine, and UCLA tend to be substantially under rated.
This is also part of a broader phenome non, however. For the reputations of Southwestern schools in general tend to be underrated in relation to their citation frequencies. Three of the top 20 schools in reputation are located in California; but six of the top 20 schools in citation fre quency are in that state. Similarly, neither Arizona nor Arizona State were ranked among the top 40 in reputation, but they both rank among the top 40 in citation frequency. The reputational rank ings do not seem to be drastically wrong; but the data suggest that they may lag somewhat behind the massive shift of population, resources and talent that was moving toward the Southwest during the 1970s and early 1980s.
While overall rankings are interesting, it is significant to identify the specific sub fields of the profession in which the strength of given departments is concen trated. It is surprising to find that no Canadian department ranks higher than 39th place; and we have no ready explanation for the finding. Canadian colleagues have sug gested it may reflect the fact that the pressures to publish or perish are much weaker in Canadian universities than in the United States. In part, we suspect, Canadian political scientists are plugged into a different communications network from that of the Americans. Though they read and cite publications in American journals, they tend to publish in Canadian journals-which the vast majority of their American colleagues do not read or cite. This finding seems potentially significant, and we report it here in the hope that it may lead to a more conclusive inter pretation.
Though this last finding was unexpected, the overall pattern of empirical results does seem clear. The evidence seems to indicate that departmental reputations reflect the intellectual impact made by scholars in that department. Both the reputational technique and the citationfrequency approach seem to measure this characteristic w ith reasonable accuracy, and with generally converging results.
